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(Federalism) it is a@mmmm tha% this
action dc; s not have suffici

federalism implications m warrant the
w@m\rai on of a Federalism Assessment.

List of Subjects in 21 CFR Part 1308

Administrative practice and
procedure, Drug traffic control,
F%e‘apm"‘ ing and recordkeeping
reguirements.

For the reasons set out above, the DEA
proposes to amend 21 CFR part 1308 as
follows:

PART 1308--SCHEDULES OF
CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES

* 1. Theauthority citation for part 1308
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 21 US.C 811, 812, 871(b),
unless otherwise noted.

* 2.0 §1308.11, add paragrap!
to read as follows:

h (h)(18)

§1308.11  SBchedule L
& * e & e
{h} * E3 e

-{(4-fluorobenzyl)-
carboxamidoy3-
meﬁthy butanoate, its optical,
positional, and geometric iso-
mers, salts and salls of isomers
(Other names: FUB-AMB,
MMB-FUBINACA, AMB-
FUBINACAY s (7021}

(18) methyl 2-(1
1H-indazole-3-

Dated: August 14, 2017.
Chuck Rosenberg,
Acting Administrator.
[FR Doc, 201717838 Filed 9-8-17;
BILLING CODE 4410-09-P

8:45 arn]

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 52

[EP ARG~ AR-2015-0189; FRIL-8%66-87 -
Region 6]

Approval and Promulgation of
Implementation Plans; Arkansas;
Approval of Regional Haze State
Implementation Plan Revision and
Withdrawal of Federal lmplerentation
Plan for NOx for Electric Generating
Units in Arkansas

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Proposed rule.

sumMmary: Pursuant to the Federal Clean
Alr Act (CAA or the Aa‘é}, the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
is proposing to approve a proposed
revision to the Arkansas Regional Haze
State Implementation Plan (SIP)

submitted for parallel processing on July
12, 2017, by the State of Arkansas
through the Arkansas Department of
Environmental Quality (ADEQ),
Specifically, the EPA Is proposing to
approve the State’s proposed SiP
revision, which addresses nitrogen
oxide (NOy) requirements for the
Arkansas Electric Cooperative
Corporation (AECC) Bailey Plant Unit 1;
AECC MceClellan Plant Unit 1; the
Arnerican Electric Power/Southwestern
Electric Power Company (AEP/
SWEPCO) Flint Creek Pia nt Boiler No.
1; Entergy Arkansas, Inc. (Entergy) Lake
Catherine Plant Unit 4, Entergy White
Bluff Plant Units 1 and 2 and the
Auxiliary Boiler; and E”‘i?wgy
Mammm ce Plant Units tand 2. In
mmgur wction with this r}mr}wo
I, we are proposi ng {o withdraw
implementation plan (FIP)
@mi%ém limits for NOy that would
otherwise apply to the nine
aforementioned units,
DATES: Written comments must be
received on or before October 11, 2017,
ADDRESSES: Subimit your comments,
identified by Docket No., EPA-R06-
OAR-2015-0189, &t hitp.//
www. regulations.gov or via email to
REAIR _ARHaze@epa.gov. Follow the
online instructions for submitting
comments. Once submitted, comments
cannot be edited or removed from
Regulations.gov. The EPA may pub!
any comment received to its public
docket. Do not submit electronically any
information you amm«i@«r to be
Confidential Business Information {(ﬁt)
or other information whose disclosure is
restricted by statute. Multimedia
submissions (audio, video, etc.) must
accompanied by a Wriimn cormmert,
The written comment is considered the
official comment and should | mlude
discussion of all m ints you wish o
make. The EPA will generally not
consider comments or comment
contents located cutside of the primary
submission (L.e. on the web, cloud, or
other file sharing system). For
additional submission methods, please
contact Dayana Medina,
medina. dawmx@@gm gov. For the full
EPA public comment policy,
information about CBI or multimedia
submissions, and general guidance on
making effective comments, please visit
http /fwwwe epa.gov/dockets/
commenting-epa-dockels.

Dockel: The index to the docket for
this action is avalilable electronically at
www.regulations.gov and in hard copy
at the EPA Region 6, 1445 Ross Avenue,
Suite 700, Dallas, Texas. While all
documents in Hw ket are listed in
the index, some information may be

be

publicly available only at the hard copy
location {(e.g., copyrighted material), and
some may not be publicly available at
either location (e.g., CBI).
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Dayana Medina, 214-665-7241,
medina. dayana@epa.gov. To inspect the
hard copy materials, please schedule an
appointment with Dayana Medina or
Mr. Bill Deese at 214-865-7253.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Throughout this document wherever
Uwe,” Yus or Tour” s used, we mean
the EPA.
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I Backgrournd
A. The Regional Haze Program

Regional haze is visibility impairment
that is produced by a multitude of
sources and activities that are located
across a broad geographic area and emit
fine particulates (PM- ) (e.g., sulfates,
nitrates, organic car E:;m (OC), elemer "r’iai
carbon {EL} and soil dust), and their
precursors (e.g., sulfur dioxide (& ;Q 23,
NOx, and in some cases, ammonia (NHz)
and volatile o rganic compounds
(VOCs)). Fine particle rsors react
in the atmosphere to form PM. s, which
impairs visibility by ma?mr” ing and
absorbing light. Visibility impairment
reduces the clarity, color, and visible
distance that can be ae%m“ P, s can also
mu&;e %r%wus& aclverse health effects and
mortality in humans; if also contribules
to @\Wlmwr}@ma? effects such as acid
deposition and e phication.

Section 169A of the CAA directs
states (o evaluate the use of refrofit
controls at certain larger, ¢

flen under-
controlled, older a?a%”a‘maw sOUrces in
order to address visit ility impacts from

ED_001512_00035447-00001
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these sources. Specifically, section
189A (LYY A) of the CAA requires states
to revise their 8IPs to contain such
measures as may be necessary to make
r@mma le mwg ress toward the natural
visibility goal, including a requirement
that certain categories of existing major
stationary sources built between 1962
and [Je??’ procure, install, and operate
the ' Available Retrofit
Technology” (BART), Larger “fossil-fuel
fired steam electric plants” are one of
these source categories. Under the
Regional Haze Rule, states are directed
to conduct BART cfe%tcz minations for

"BART-eligible” sources that may be
antic r“zamd to cause or contribute to any
visibility impairment in a Class | area.
Section 169A(g)2) of the CAA
establishes that in delermining BART,
states must take into consideration the
mimwi\‘"@g five ’famm (1) Costs of
mmn iance, (2) the wrgy and nonair
qual fy environmental impacts of
compliance, {”i} any existing pollution
control technology in use at the source,
(4} the remaining useful life of the
source, and (5) the degree of
improvement in visibility which may
reasonably be anticipated to result from
the use of such technology. The
evaluation of BART for electric
generating units (EGUs) that are located
at fossil-fuel fired power plants having
a generating capacity in excess of 750
megawatts must follow the “Guidelines
for BART Determinations Under the
Regional Haze Rule” at appendix Y to
40 CFR part 51 (hereinafter referred to
as the "BART Guidelines” ). Rather than
requiring source-specific BART
controls, states also have the flexibility
to adopt an emissions trading program
or other alternative program as long as
the alternative provides for greater
progress towards improving visibility
than BART.

The vehicle for ensuring continuing

mgr@% towards achi “ezvmg the natural
wa itity gwa! is the submission of a
series of regional haze SiPs that contain
long-term strategies to make reasonable
progress towards natural visibility
conditions and establish reasonable
progress goals (RPGs) for every Class |
area within the state. States Have

significant discretion in establishing
RFGs," but are required 1o consi de the
fol mwimg factors established in section
169M c::f the CAA: (1) The costs of
compliance; (2) the time necessary for
compliance; (3) the energy and non-alr
quality wwmmm@mml impacts of

" Guldance for Setting Reasonable Progress Goals
under the Regional Haze Program, June 1, 2007,
memorandum from William L. Wehrum, Acting
Assistant Administrator for Air and Radiation, to
EPA Regional Administrators, EPA Regions 1-10
(pp. 4-2, 5-1).

compliance; and (4) %h@ r@ma ing
useful life of any potentially affected
sources. States must dem rmine whether
addit ma% control measures beyond
BART and other “on the books” controls
are reasonable based on a consideration
of the four reasonable progress factors.

States must demonstrate in their SiPs
émw these factors are considered when
selecting the RPGs for each applicable
Class | area. We cammanly refer to this
as the “reasonable progress analysis” or
“four factor analysis.”

Addit mai information about the
Regional Haze program can be found in
the baakg rourd &»@cmr;*% of our previous
proposed rulemakings on Arkansas
regional haze.?

E. Our Frevious Actions on Arkansas
Regional Haze

Arkansas submitted a SIF on
i@pt@mm r 9, 2008, to address the first
regional haze imp emm?aé on period.
On August 3, 2010, Arkansas submitied
a SIP revision wi?h non-substantive
revisions to the APCEC Regulation 19,
Chapter 15; this Chapter identified the
BART-eli glbie‘» and subject-to-BART
sources in Arkansas and established the
BART emission limits for subject-to-
BART sources. On September 27, 2011,
the State submitted supplemental
information to address the regional haze
requirements. We are hereafter referring
to these wg nal haze submittals
collectively as the 2008 Arkansas
Regional Haze SIP.” On Marwh ‘f? 2012,
we partially approved and partially

disapproved the 2008 Arkam%
Regional Haze SIP.3 On Seplember 27,
/O’I@ we published a FIP addressing the
de‘ﬁ”i ncies identified in the

disapproved portions of the 2008
Arkansas R&glma Haze SIP (the
Arkansas Regional Haze FIP).4 Among
other things, the FIP established NOy
emission limifs under the BART
r@qu%\r%wmmm for Balley Unit 1,
McClellan Unit 1 Flint Creek Boiler No.
1. Lake Catherine Unit 4; and Whit
Bluff Units 1 and 2 and the Auxiliary
Boiler. The FIP also established NOy

ernission li “‘n'm under the reasonable
progress requirermnents for Independence
Units 1 and 2.

N response (o petitions submitted by
the State of Arkansas and industry
parties seeking reconsideration and an
administrative stay of the final Arkansas
Regional Haze FIP® in a letter dated

2 See 76 r‘“‘& 64188 and 80 FR 18044,

2016) {f:onect on}

fBes the d@c;%set associated with this proposed
rulernaking for a copy of the petitions for
reconsideration and administrative stay submitted
by the State of Arkansas; Entergy Arkansas Ine

April 14, 2017, we an ”wumm the
convening of a proceeding fo reconsider
several elements of the FIP, including
ropriate compliance dates for the
v emission limits for Flint Creek
Unit 1, White Bluff Units 1 and 2, and
m«i@wmd@ ce Units 1 and 2.9 EPA also
published a1 whm in the Federal
Register on April 25, 2017,
administratively atay ng H@
effectiveness of the 18-month NOy
compliance dates in the FIP for these
units for a period of 80 day@ T Onduly
13, 2017, the EPA published a proposed
rule that would extend the NO«
compliance dates for Flint Creek Unit 1,
White Bluff Units 1 and 2, amd
independence Unils 1T and 2, by 21
months to January 27, 4?0/0 8

C. CEAPR as an Alternative to Source-
Specific NOy BART

in 2005, the EPA published the Clean
Alr Interstate Rule (CAIR), which
required 27 states and the District of
Columbia to reduce emissions of 80,
and NOy that significantly contribute to
or interfere with maintenance of the
1997 national ambient air quality
standards {N{\AQ S) for fine particulates
and/or 8-hour ozone in any downwind
state.? EPA demonstrated that CAIR
would achieve greater reasonable
progress toward the national visibility
goal than would BART; therefore, states
could rely on CAIR as an allernative 1o
EGU BART for 50, and NOx .10
Although Arkansas was subject o
certain of the NOy requirements of
CAIR, including the state-wide ozone
season NOy budgst but not the annual
NOyx budget, and although this would
have been sufficient for Arkansas to rely
on CAIR to satisfy NOy BART, it @%e@’wd
not to rely on CAIR in its 2008 Regio
Ha P 1o satisfy the NOx BART
requirement for iis EGUs.

OnJuly 11, 2008, the D.C. Circuit
found CAIR was fatally flawed and on
December 23, 2008, the Court remanded
LMF% to EPA without vacatur to

“preserve the environmental benefits

tergy Mis pi tne., and Entergy Power LLC
{coltectively "Entergy ) AECC; and the Energy and
Environmental Alliance of Arkansas (EEAA).

8 See letter dated April 14, 2017, regarding
"Convening a Proceeding for Reconsideration of
Final Rule, Promulgation of Air Quality
implementation Plans, State of Arkansas; Regional
Haze and Interstate Visibitity Transport Federal
tmplementation Plan,” published September 7,
2016, 81 FR 66332, A copy of this letter is
included in the docket, Docket No. EPSA-ROE-OAR-~
2015-0189.

782 FR 18994,

682 FR 32284,

# R 25161 (May 12, 2008).

70 FR 39104, 38139 (July 6, 2005),

ED_001512_00035447-00002



EPA-HQ-2017-010177 Production Set #4

Federal Register/Vol.

82, No. 174/ Monday, September 11,

2017 /Proposed  Rules 42629

provided by CAIR”."V In 2011, acting on
the D.C. Circuit's remand, we
promulgated the Cv“wm-wam Alr
Pollution Rule (CSAPR) to replace CAIR
and issued FIPs to implement the rule

n CEAPR-subject states.'? Arkansas
EGUs are covered under CSAPR for
czone season NOy 18

in 2012, we issued a limited
disapproval of several states’ regional
haze 5IPs because of reliance on CAIR
as an alternative to EGU BART for 804
and/or NOy. ™ We also determined that
CSAPR would provide for greater
reasonable pwgr%&, t‘“tm BART and
amended the Regional Haze Rule fo
allow for CSAPR par icipation as an

alternative 1o source-specific 8O, and/or
NOx BART for EGUs, on a pollutant-
specific basis. ' As Arkansas did not
rely on CAIR 1o satisfy the NOyx BART
mqu”reﬂmmm in the 2008 Regional Haze

SIP, Arkansas was not included in the
EPA s limited disapproval of regional
haze SIPs that relied on CAIR to satisfy
cerfain regional haze requirements.’® As
noted above, in the 2012 rulemaking in
which we promulgated those limited
disapprovals, the EPA also promulgated
FiPs to replace reliance on CAIR with
reliance on CSAPR in many of those
regional haze SIPs; however, Arkansas
was likewise not i”u:‘,iuec}ed m that FIP
action.

CSARPR has been subject to extensive
litigation, and on July 28, 2015, the D.C.
Circuit issued a decision generally
upholding CSAPR but remanding
without vacating the CSAPR emissions
budgets for a number of slates. '’ We are
in the process of responding {o the
remand of these CSAPR budgels. On
October 26, 2016, we finalized an
update {0 the CSAPR rule that addresses
the 1987 ozone NAAQS portion of the
remand and also addresses the CAA
requirements regarding interstate
transport for the 2008 ozone NAAQS. 18
Additionally, three states, Alabama,
Georgia, and South Caroling, have
amw‘:@d or committed to adopt SiPs to
replace the rermanded FIPs and will
continue the states’ participation in the

Y North Carotina v, EPA, 531 F.3d 886, 001 (DL.C
Cir. 2008), modified, 550 F.3d 1176, 1178 (D.C. Cir.
2008).

27 48207 (August 8, 2011).

w7 #2218 (December 30, 2011),

14 The limited disapproval triggered the
obligation to issue a FIF or approve a SiP r
to correct the relevant deficiencies within 2 ye’m
of the final limited disapproval action. CAA section
?’2() (cy(1); 77 FR 33642, at 33654 (June 7, 2012).

& See 40 CFR 51.308(e)(4).

18 See 77 FR 33642, at 33654,

7 Arkansas’ ozone season NGy budget was not
included in the remanc & Homer City
Genearation v. EPA, 785 F.3d 118, 138 (D.C. Cir
2015),

1881 FRT4504 (October 26, 2016).

CSAPR program with the same budgets.
On Novernber 10, 2016, we proposed a
rule intended to address the remainder
of the Court’'s remand.’® This %pa\“am
proposed rule includes a sensitivity
analysis showing that the set mf actions
EPA has taken or expects to take in
response to the D.C. Circuit’s decision
would not adversely impact the analytic
demaonstration for our 2012
determination that CSAPR part
meets the criteria to qualify as an
alternative to BART. Based on that
assessment, the EPA pr f}pumed that
states may continue {o rely on (J PR
as being better than BART o

pollutant- &,pwifio basis. As M Ehéz date
of this proposed action, EFA has not yet
finalized that [’Wﬁnwﬁ@d rulemaking.
ERPA can approve regional haze SIP
submissions that rely on participation in
CSAPR as an alternative to BART only
after finalizing the November 2016

[ ms:,eri rule or otherwise determining
that participation in CSAPR remains a
viable BART alternative,

cipatio

1. Our Evaluation of Arkansas’
Proposed Regional Haze SIP Revision

Onduly 12, 2017, Arkansas submitted
a proposed ‘%LP revision with a request
for parallel processing, addressing the
NOx requirements for Bailey Unit 1,
MecClellan Unit 1, Flint Creek Boiler No.
1, Lake Catherine Unit 4, White Bluff

Units 1 and 2 and the Auxi%m\ry Boiler,
and Independence Units 1 and 2 {July
2017 Arkansas W@g nal Ham SIFY. This

mmme{i SIP revision is the subject of
his proposed action, in conjunction
Wum our [’}mnmm withdrawal of the
ermission limits for NOy that we
promulgated in our September 27, 2016
FIP for the same EGUs addressed in the
pr uwmea“ SIP revision. The EPA is
proposing action on the SIP revision at
the same time that ADE( is completing
the corresponding public comment and
rulemaking process at the stale level.
The July 2017 SIP revision request will
not be complete and will not meet all
the SIP approvability criteria until the
state completes the public process and
submits the final, adopted SIP revision
with a letter from the Governor or
Governor's designee to EPA. The EPA is
propasing to approve the 8IP revision
request afier completion of the state
public process and final s:,ubmli’m!
Arkam% July 2017 Regional Haze
SIP revision proposal addresses certain
portions of the 2008 Regional Haze SIP
that were partially disapproved by EPA
on March 12, 2012.20 The 2008 Regional
Haze SIF included source-by-source
NOy BART determinations for subject-

© 81 FR 78954 (Novernber 10, 2016).
2077 FR 14604,

to-BART EGUs in Arkansas, EPA’s
March 12, 2012 final action on the 2008
Regional H&W SIP included disapproval
of the Stz source-by-source NOy
BART determinations for these EGUs,
These EGUs are Bailey Unit 1,
MeClellan Unit 1; Flint Creek Boiler No.
1, Lake Catherine Unit 4; Wh'f@ Bluff
m {5 1 and 2 and its auxiliary boiler.
EPA’s March 12, 2012 fmai action on
the 2008 Regional Haze SIP also
included a determination that the State
did not satisfy the statutory and
associated requlatory reguirements for
the reasonable @\;‘“ﬂgma analysis. W@
promulgated a FIP on September 27,
2016, that estab 3 shed source specific
NO+y BART emission limits m these
seven EGUs and NOx emission limits
under reasonable p\rmgr@% m*
independence Units 1 and 2 fo address
the di mppwvm p@ ions of the 2008
Regional Haze SIP submittal.

Arkansas’ July 2017 Regional Haze
SIP revision adwﬁw esses the NOy BART
requirements for Arkansas’ EGUs by
relying on G\)APR as an alter: "ta ive to
BART. The July 2017 Regional Haze SIP
revision proposal also makes ?h@
determination that no additional NOxy
ermission controls for Arkansas sources,
beyond participation in CSAPR’s ozone
season NOy trading program, are
required for achieving wmmabﬁe
progress in Arkansas. As noted above,
the July 2017 Regional Haze \.‘\P
revision addresses NOy requirements
for the same EGUs for which we

established source-specific NOy
ermission limits in our September 27,
2016 FIP.

A. Reliance on CSAFR To Salisfy NOy
BART
mkamaa‘ 2017 Regional Haze SIP

revision proposal Mmﬁu”& EPA’s
determination that CSAPR wmvnd% for
greater reasonable progress than BART
to address the NOy BART reguirements
for its EGUs. Con nt with 40 CFR
51.308(e)(4), Arkansas makes the
determination thatl since the Arkansas
EGUs are currently subject to the
CSAPR requirement T OZONe-Season
the State need not require subject-
ART EGUs to install, mm@zra‘ﬁ@, and
maintain BART for NOyx. We are
proposing to find that it is anp\*a}pr a?@
for Arkansas to rely on participation
the CSAPR ozone season NOy tradi ”tg
program to satisfy the NOx BART
requirements for Arkansas EGUs. EPA’s
2012 determination and our November
?O’ 6 proposed determination that

implementation of CSAPR meels the
criteria for a BART alternalive are based
on an ana lytic demonstration that

implementation of CSAPR across all
states subject to CSAPR would result in

ED_001512_00035447-00003
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greater reasonable progress than BART
toward rm%wmg mamrm visibility
conditions in relevant locations.2? Our
ma:;pmf—}d approval of Arkansas’ 2017
Regional Haze SIP revision is dependent
upon our November 10, 2016 pr mpm@d
determination 22 W\"‘?mh is based In part
on the analysis we conducted for our
2012 determination that CSAPR is betler
than BART 2% but with updates to reflect
the changes to CSAPR 1o address the
Court’s remand.

We are me&ms&; ng to find that the NOy
BART requirements for EGUs in
Arkansas will be satisfied by
participation in CSAPR’s ozone season
NOx program. Finalization of today’s
proposed SIP approval is dependent
upon finalization of the November 10,
2016 proposed finding that CSAPR
continues to be better ttkm BART or
EPA otherwise defermining that
participation in CSAPR remains a viable

alternative to source-specific BART 24

B. Reasonable Progress Analysis for NOy

in determining whether additional
controls are necessary ur wie the
rwmmab e progress requirements and in
establishing RPGs, a state must consider
four s:mmwry factors in section
169/&{@} 1y of the CAA: (1) The costs of
compliance, (2) the time necessary for
compliance, (3) the energy and nonair
quality @mvimm‘mmmﬁ impacts of
compliance, and (4) the remaining
useful life of any existing source subject
to such requirements.

Arkansas’ 2017 Regional Haze SIP
revision includes a discussion of the key
pollutants md source Pa?@g@ ies that
contribute to visibility | mwa rment in
Arkanses Clags | areas. In this 8P
revision, Arkansas refers back w the
2008 Arkansas F%c;g'ma Haze SIP,
which included air quality de@! ng
performed by the Central Regional Air
Planning Association {QF:NRAP} in
support of SIP development in the
central states region.2® The CENRAP
mwde ing included PSAT with CAMX
version 4.4, which was used to provide
source apm}rf onrment by geographic
reg m and major sour mat@gm ies for
Fm lants that contribute 1o visibility
|mpa| ment at each of the Class | areas

in the central amt% region. Arkansas’
/OT?’ Regional Haze SIP revision
arovides a discussion of region-wide
FW“AT results and also provides a
discussion of Arkansas PSAT data. The

27T F 6
2281 FR m@
2377 FR 33642,
2481 FR ?39‘*4.
25T he cantral states region ing
Oklahoma, Louisiana, Arkansas, K ,
Nebraska, lowa, Minnesota, and the tribal
governments within these states.

% 50

4
54
364

ludes Texas,

conclusion ?ha‘é Arkansas 2017 R‘@g”w al
Haze GIP revision draws from this
presentation of the CENRAP ”m:}de% mg
results is that sulfate (80,) from point
&smm% is the primary contributor to
total light extinction at Arkansas Class
| areas on the 20% worst days, whether
looking at all regional sources or only
Arkansas sources. In contrast, nitrate
(NO3) is responsib w fora mum smaller
proportion of total light extinction at
Arkansas Class | areas. With regard to
light extinction due to NO;, the PSAT
results show that when looki King at only
Arkansas sources, the ma;fmi’fy of the
light extinction due fo NO; is clearly
attributed to on-road mobile sources
whereas looking at all rc::gémwwm@
sources the i ghé extinction due to NO;
is nearly equally attributed to on-road
mobile and point sources on the 20%
worst days in 2002. In particular, NO;,
from Arkansas point sources contribute
0.36 inverse megameters (Mm* 1y out of
a total light extinction of approximately
116.87 Mm¥ 1 at Caney Creek on the
20% worst days in 2002, NOs from
Arkansas point sources also contribute
018 Mm* 1 out of a total light extinction
of approximately 115 Mm¥ U at Upper
Buffalo on the 20% worst days in 2002,
in terms of percent contribution, NO;
from Arkansas point sources contribute
approximately 0.31% of the total light
extincti m at Caney Creek and 0.16% of
the total light extinction at Upper
Buffalo on the 20% worst days in 2002,
NO; from Arkansas area sources had an
even smaller contribution to light
extinction on the 20% worst day@ in
2002, contributing approximately 0.18
MLW out of a total light extinction of
approximately 115.87 Mm* ! at Caney
Creek and 0.11 Mm¥ 1 out of a total light
extinction of approximately 115 Mm?* !
at Uppe falo. In terms of percent
contribution, NO; from Arkansas area
sources contribute appr mn mately 0.16%
of the total light extinction at Caney
Creek and 0.1% of the total light
extinction at Upper Buffalo on the 20%
worst days in 2002, Based on iis
evaluation of the CENRAP madeling
results, Arkansas concludes that given
the small amount of visibility
impairment due to NO; from Arkansas
point sources, it does not expect that
a@e:i ional NOy controls on Arkansas
point sources would vield meaningful
visibility ifnp\wem@ nis at Arkansas
Class | areas. Taking this into
consideration and given that Arkansas
EGUs are required to participate in the
CSAPR ozone season NOx trading
prograim, the state determines it is
apme&m"ime to sereen out point sources
in Arkansas from further evaluation of
NOyx controls under reasonable progress.

1. Regional Particulate Source
Apportionment Tool (PSAT) Data for
Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo

Arkansas’ 20T7 Regional Haze SIP
revision explains that the region-wide

SAT resulis show that on the 20%
worst days in 2002, point sources are
the p\;‘“%\“‘mry contributor to total light
extinction at Arkansas’ Cﬁaw | areas,
Arkansas explains that point sources are
responsible for approximately 60% of
the total light extinction at each
Arkansas Clags | area on the 20% worst
days in 2002 .26 Area sources are the
next largest contributor to total light
extinction at Arkansas Class | areas,
contributing approximately 13% and
16% of light extinction at Caney Creek
and Uppef Buffalo, respectively 27 The
remaining so ategories each

niribute between 2% and 6% of total
Iigm extinction at Arkansas’ Class |
areas.

Looking at the modeled relative
contribution 1o light extincti m from
each species on the 20% worst days in
2002, the PSAT results show tha’t 504
contributes approximately 87.05 MWW f
to the total light extinction at Caney
Creek and 83.18 Mm* 1 to the total light
extinction at Upper Buffalo, or
approximately 72% and 68% of the total
modeled light extinction at each Class |
area, respectively. 8O, due to point
sources (including point sources both in

and outside Arkansas) contributes 751
Mm* 1 to the total 1i gh?mimhm at
Caney Creek and 72.17 Mm* 1 at Upper
Buffalo, or approximately 62% and 60%
of the total light extinction at each Class
[ area on the 20% worst days in 2002,
mww?ivaiyﬂ S04 due to point sources is
responsible for approximately 86% and
87% of t\w ight extinction due to 80y
at Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo,
respectively. The other source nategwi%
{i.e., natural, on-road, non-road, and
area sourc 5:9} each contribute wmh
smaller proportions of light extinctio
due to 80, By comparison, NO;
contributes approximately 13.78 Mm* 1
to the total light extinction at Caney
&m@ﬁ( and 13.3 Mm¥* 1 at Upper Buffalg,

or approximately 11% of the total light
extinction at each Class | area,
respectively. Primary organic aerosols

28 Point sources (considering sources both in and
outside Arkansas) are responsible for approximately
81.04 Mm¥ 1 gut of a total light extinction of 115.87
Mm ¥t at Caney Creek and 77.8 Mm¥ 1 out of a total
light extinction of 115 Mm¥ ! at Upper Buffalo on
the 20% worst days in 2002, See Table 1 of the 2017
Arkansas Regional Maze SIP revision, page 10.

27 fren sources (considering sources both in and
outside Arkansas) are responsible for approximately
17.81 Mm¥1 out of a total light extinction of 115,87
Mrm¥ 1t at Caney Creek and 20,46 Mm¥1 outofa
total light extinction of 115 Mm¥ at Upper Buffalo
on the 20% worst days in 2002, See Table 1 of the
2017 Arkansas Regional Maze 8IF revision, page 10
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(POA) contribute approximately 8%,
elemental carbon (EC) contributes
approximately 4%, soil contributes
approxi imately 1%, and crustal material
(CM) contributes ammx'maw!y 3t05%
of the total modeled visibility extinction
at each Arkansas Class | area on the
20% worst days in 2002. NO; due to on-
road sources contributes 4.7 Mim* " and
NQO; due to point sources contributes
4.06 Mm* 1 at Caney Creek, or
approximately one-third of the light
extinction due to NO; at the Class | area.
N ue to point sources contributes
3.3 Mm¥* ! and NO; due to on-road
sources contributes 4.14 Mm* 1 at
Upper Buffalo, or approximately 30% to
31% of the light extinction due to NO;
at the Class | area. Area sources are the
primary driver of light extinction
attributed to POA, soil, and CM. Non-
road and area sources are Mcz prirmary
drivers of light extinction atiributed to
EC.

The PSAT resulis also show that point
sources are projected to remain the
primary contributor to light extinction
at Arkansas’ Class | areas on the 20%
worst days in 2018, contributing
approximately 45.27 Mm* 1 at Caney
Creek and 43.02 Mm* T at Uppar
Buffmm or approximately 65% of total

ghf &MMM on at Caney Creek and 61%

of total light extinction at Upper

Buffai@ Area sources are projected to
continue being the second largest
contributor to light extinction on the
20% days in 2018, contributing
approximately 16.96 Mm* * at Caney
Creek and 19.71 Mm* T at Upper
Buffalo, or approximately 24% of total
light extinction af Caney Creek and 28%
of total light extinction at Upper
Buffalo. The PSAT results show that
natural, on-road, and non-road sources
are pre ;@oﬁ@d fo m\ tinue to contribute
a very small portion of total light
extinction at Arkansas’ Class | aress on
the 20% worst days in 2018,

Arkansas explains that the PSAT
results show that the light extinction
attributed to SOy is projected to
decrease by approximately 44% at
Caney Creek and 45% at Upper Buffalo
on the 20% worst days in 2018,
However, SOy is projected to continue
being the primary driver of total light
extinction at Arkansas Class | areas on
the 20% worst days in 2018, and {mim’
sources are projected o cor ntinue being
the primary source of light extinction
due to 8Oy, 80y due {o Wm%mu Tes s
projected to coniribule approximately
39.83 Mm* " at Caney Creek and 37.00
Mm¥ 1 at Upper Buffalo, or
approximately 53% and 49% of total
light extinction on the 20% worst days
in 2018 at each Class | area,
respectively. The other species (/e

NO;, POA, EC, soil, and CM) are also
projected to have reductions in their
contribution to total light extinction at
Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo in 2018,
These species’ relative contributions fo
total light extinction in 2018 are
projected to remain much smaller than
that of 80, For example, NO; is
projected to contribule approximately
7.57 Mm* 1 at Caney Creek and 9.22
Mrm¥* 1 at Upper Buffalo on the 20%
worst days in 2018, or approximately 10
to 12% of the total light extinction at
each Class | area,

2. Arkansas Source PSAT Data for
Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo

In its 2017 Regional Haze SIP
subrnittal, Arkansas explains that
species attributed to Arkansas sources
in particular contribute approximately
10% of total light extinction on the 20%
worst days in 2002 at Arkansas Class |
areas,?® and are projected to contribuie
approximately 13% to 14% of total light
extinction on the 20% worst days in
201829

When considering only Arkansas
SOUICes, area sources are r%wm ible for
a greater portion of the visibility
extinction than point sources on the
20% worst days in 2002 at Arkansas
Class | areas. For example, Arkansas
area sources contribute 5.03 Mm ¥ tor
approximately 37% of the light
extinction atiributed to Arkansas
sources at Caney Creek, and
approximately 4% of total light
extinction at the Class | area on the 20%
worst days in 2002, Arkansas area
sources also contribute .72 Mm¥ 1 or
approximately 50% of light extinction
attributed to Arkansas sources at Upper
Buffalo, and approximately 6% of the
total light extinction at the Class | area
on the 20% worst days in 2002, By
comparison, Arkansas point sources
contribute 3.85 Mm¥* 1, or
approximately 28% of the light
extinction attributed fo Arkansas
sources at Caney Creek, and
approximately 3% of the total light
extinction at the Class | area on the 20%
worst days in 2002, Arkansas peﬁb”n?
sources also contribute 3.25 Mm¥ 1 or

approximately 24% of light exti HN: on

28 Arkansas sources contribute approximately
13.58 Mm¥ 1 out of 2 total light extinction of 115.87
Mm¥ 1 at Caney Creek on the 20% worst days in
2002, and 13.46 Mm¥ 1 out of a total light extinction
of 118 Mm¥ 1 at Upper Buffalo. See Tables 1 and
3 of the 2017 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP revision,
pages 10 and 16.

28 Arkansas sources contribute approximately
11.24 Mm¥ 1 out of a total light extinction of 69,55
Mm¥ 1 at Caney Creek on the 20% worst days in
2018, and 12.02 Mm¥ 1 out of a total light extinction
of 70.7¢ Mm¥ 1 at Upper Buffalo. See Tables 2 and
4 of the 2017 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP revision,
pages 13 and 19.

attributed to Arkansas sources at Upper
Buffalo, and approximately 3% of the
total light extinction at the Class | area
on the 20% worst days in 2002. The
other source categories in Arkansas each
contribute between 7% and 14% fo light
extinction attributed o Arkansas
sources at Caney Creek and Upper
Buffalo.

Looking at each ama les and their
madeled relative contributions o light
extinction at Arkansas Class | areas, 80y
from all Arkansas sources confributes
4.14 Mm ¥ 1 at Caney Creek and 3.97
Mm* 1 at Upper Buffalo, or
approximately 3% of the total modeled
light extinction at each Class | area on
the 20% worst days in 2002. SO, due to
Arkansas point sources contributes 2.94
M n\é at Caney Creek and 2.62 Mm?* 1

Upper Buffalo, or approximately two-
» rds of the li gh? extinction attributed
to 80y from all Arkansas sources at each
Class | area, POA from Arkansas sources
contributes approximately 3% and 2%
of the total light extinction on the 20%
worst days in 2004 at Caney Creek and
Upper Buffalo, respectively. NOs |
all Arkansas soul contributes 2.
Mm* 1 at Caney Creek and 1.07 Mm* 1
at Upper Buffalo, or approximately 2%
and 1% of M% total light extinction on
the 20% worst days in 2002 at each
Class | area, mpm?w&iy NO; due to
Arkansas on-road sources contributes
1.08 Mm* " at Caney Creek and 0.54
Mm* 1 at Upper Buffalo, or
approximately 50% of the light
extinction attributed to NO; from
Arkansas sources at Arkansas Class |
areas on the 20% worst days in 2002,
NO; due to Arkansas g:m m sources
contributes 0.36 Mm* 1 at Caney Creek
and 0.18 Mm* T at Upper Buffalo, or
approximately 17% of the light
extinction atiributed to NOs; from all
Arkansas sources at each Class | area,
EC from Arkansas sources contributes
approximately 1% and soil from
Arkansas sources contributes
approximately 0.2% to the total light
extinction at Caney Creek and Upm
Buffalo on the 20% worst days in 2002,
CM from Arkansas sources, primarily
area sources, contribule approximately 1
and 2% of total light extinction at Caney
Creek and Upper Buffalo, respectively.

The PSAT resulis show that area

swum% are projected to continue having

arger impact on visibility extinction
Man point sources at Camssy Creek and
Upper Buffalo when only considering
soureces located in Arkansas on the 20%
worst days in 2018, For example
Arkansas area sources are projected 1o
contribute 4.84 Mm* ' at Caney Creek,
or approximately 43% of the light
extinction attributed to Arkansas
sources at Caney Creek, and

I
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approximately 6% of the total light
extinction at that Class | area on the
20% worst day&, in 2018. Arkansas area
sources are also projected to contribute
6.52 Mm* ' at Upper Buffalo, or
approximately 54% of the light
extinction attributed fo Arkanses
sources at Upper Buffalo, and
approximately 8% of the total light
extinction at that Class | area on the
20% worst days in 2018. By
comparison, Arkansas point sources are
projected to contribute 4.05 Mm¥* 1 at
Caney Creek and 3.63 Mm* 1 at Upper
Buffalo, or approximately 36% of the
light extinction attributed to Arkansas
SOU at Caney Creek and

approximately 30% of the light
extinction atlributed to Arkansas
sources at Upper Buffalo. Other source
categories in Arkansas are projected o
contribute between 2% and 9% each to
light extinction from Arkansas sources
at Arkansas Class | areas on the 20%
worst days in 2018,

The PSAT results also show that light
extinction attributed to Arkansas NO.
sources is projected to decrease by 62%
at Caney Creek and 41% at Upper
Buffalo on the 20% worst days in 2018,
largely due to a decrease in light
extinction atiributed to NO; from
Arkansas on-road sources. Overall light
extinction due to SO, from Arkansas
sources (all source categories combined)
is projected to decrease at Arkansas
Class | a“@e}a However, light extinetion
du% {0 804 from point sources located

inAr ka%% is projected to increase by
4% at Caney Creek and 5% at Upper
Buffalo on the 20% worst days in 2018,
Arkansas’ 2017 Regional Haze SIP
revision states that even so, the
contribution to total ligh it extinction of
80y from Arkansas point sources
rermains relatively small—3% of total
light extinction at each Arkansas Class
[ area,

3. Arkansas’ Conclusions Regard
Pollutants and Source Category
Contributions

ing Key

Arkanses asserts that when only
sources located In Arkansas are
considered, light extinction due to area
sources (all pollutant species
considered) is greater compared {o point
sources for both Caney Creek and Upper
Buffalo on the 20% worst days both in
2002 and in 2018. Even though area
sources contribute a larger proportion of
the total light extinction compared to
other source categories when only
Arkansas sources are considered,
Arkansas asserts thal the cost-
effectiveness of controlling many

sa sources s difficult

individual small a
to guantify. Therefore, Arkansas did not

!

evaluate area sources for controls under
reasonable progress.

Arkansas also asserts that the region-
wide PSAT data indicate that the
relative regional contribution of SOy
light extinction at Arkansas Class | areas
is much higher than that of other
pollutants on the 20% worst days.
However, the PSAT resulls for Arkansas
ces show that the relative
tribution to light extinction of the
various species due to Arkansas sources
is notas W@ig hted toward 504 compared
to the region-wide contribution resulis.
Nevertheless, SOy is still the species
with the mgw?, contribution to light
i on at Caney Creek and Upper
Buffalo on the 20% worst days in both
the regional contribution resulis and the
Arkansas source contribution results.
After examination of both region-wide
PSAT data and data for Arkansas
sources, Arkansas identifies SO, as the
key species contributing to light
extinction at Caney Creek and Upper
Buffalo. Since t rimary driver of SOy
formation is emissions of SO, from
point sources when looking at both the
regional PSAT data and the data for
Arkansas sources, Arkansas states 1t will
evaluate in as:,ub@mum SIP revision
large sources of 8O, to determine
whether their emissions and proximity
to Arkansas Class | areas warrant further
analysis using the four statutory factors.

Arkansas also asserts that only a very
small proportion of total light extinction
is due to NO; from A Kansas sources
and that this proportion has historically
been driven by on-road sources, which
are requlated by national vehicle

emission standards. Arkansas points out
that the PSAT data show that NO; from
Arkansas point sources contributes less
than 0.5% of the total light exti nMsm at
Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo on the
20% worst dayaa in 2002, and that this
contribution is @xmw?ed to decrease on
the 20% worst days in 2018, mmma%
asserts that the level of visibility
impairment due to NO; from Arkansas
point sources is miniscule, and that the
state therefore does not anticipate that
additional NOy controls on Arkansas
point sources would vield meaningful
visibility improvements al Arkansas
Class | areas. Additionally, Arkansas
points out that Arkansas EGUs with a
nameplate capacity of 25 megawatts
(MW) or greater participate in the
CEAPR ozone season NO« emissions
trading program. Arkansas notes that the
independence facility’s EGUs
participate in CSAPR for ozone season
NOyx and also that the EPA promulgated
NOyx controls for this facility in the
Arkansas Regional Haze FIF fo ensure
reawmb e progress toward improving
visibility. Arkansas makes the

determination that because of the small
impact at Arkansas Class | areas due o
NG5 from Arkansas sources,
participation of Arkansas EGUs In
CSAPR for ozone season NOy salisfies
the reasonable progress requirements for
NOx sources in Arkanses,

Further, Arkansas states that the 2018
CSAPR trading program ozone season
allocations for Arkansas EGUs add up fo
3,708 NOx tons less than the 2016 ozone
season NOx emissions from Arkansas
EGUs %0 Arkansas also states that it

anticipates that some EGUs will choose
to install combustion controls to comply
with CSAPR that would achieve

ermnissions reductions year-round, not
just in the ozone season. Therefore,
Arkansas anticipates that the total
annual NOx reductions associated with
compliance with the 2018 CSAPR ozone
season trading program would be greater
than 3,708 NOx tons.

4. Our Evaluation of Arkansas’ Analysis

We agree with Arkansas’ assertion
that when only sources located in
Arkansas are considered, light
extinction due to area sources (all
pollutant species considered) is greater
compared to that of point sources for
bath Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo on
the 20% me’ﬁ days in 2002. In
parti , light extinction (iue‘: o
Arka nsas arm&» sources (a ollutant
species considered) was 5. {“)3 fMm* T out
of total light extinction of 115.87 Mm*1
at Caney Creek and 6.72 Mm¥* 1 out of
total light extinction of 115 Mm¥ 1 at
Upper Buffalo. By comparison, light
uthﬂm fim% m Arka%a* point
SOUrCe cies
consider @d} was 3 é;:f" Mm ¥ T out of total
light extinetion of 116.87 Mm¥* 1 at
Camy Cresk and 3.25 Mm ¥ out of total

light extinction of 115 Mm¥* 1 at Upper
Buffalo. We also agree that the cost of
controlling mmy individual small area
sources may be difficult to quantify, and
we are therefore proposing to find that
it is acceptable for Arkansas to choose
not to evaluate area sources for owm‘r“m!ﬁ
mdm reasonable progress in thi

implementation period. This is
consistent with EPA’s decision not to
conduct a four factor analysis M area
sources under reasonable progress in
this implementation period in the
Arkansas Regional Haze FIP .31

0 Bes Appendix & of Arkansas' 2017 Regional
Haze SIP submittal, which can be found in the
docket associated with this proposed rulemaking.

3 i the FIP we explained that th NRAP
CAMx modeting with PSAT showed that point
sources are responsible for a majority of the Hght
extinction at Arkansas Clags | areas on the 20%
worst days in 2002 (this is taking into account all
poliutant species and sources both in and outside
Arkansas). We reasoned that since other source
types (f.e., natural, on-road, non-road, and area)
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We agree with Arkansas that the
PSAT resulls for Arkansas sources show
that the relative contribution fo light
extinction 30y on the 20% worst days
at Arkansas Class | areas is not as great
cormpared to the regional wm?r bution
results. However, 80y is still the species
with the largest contribution to light
extinction at Caney Creek and Upper
Buffalo on the 20% worst days in both
the regional data and the Arkansas
source data. Therefore, we a@r@@w ith
Arkansas’ identification of S ; as the
key species contributing fo Iag? ]
extinction at Caney Creek and Upper
Buffalo on the 20% worst days. This is
consistent with our finding in the
Arkansas F%@g onal Haze FIP that the
CENRAP’s CAMx modeling shows that
SOy from point sources is the driver of
regional haze at Caney Creek and Upper
Buffalo on the 20% worst days in both
2002 and 201832

With regard ’m NOy, we also acm;,m
fwkam,a% assertion that a very small
propartion of mtai light extinction is
due to NO; from Arkansas sources and
that this is driven by on-road sources.
Because on-road sources are primarily
regulated by national vehicle emission
standards. we are proposing to find that
it is ressonable for Arkansas to choose
not to evaluate on-road sources for
additional NO& control ¢ measures m
mdm% visibility impairment in thi

implementation period. This is
consistent with EPA’s decision not to
conduct a four factor analysis m’ on-road
mobile sources under reasonable
progress in this implementation period
in the Arkansas Regional Haze FIP.5°

Arkansas points out that the PSAT
data show that NOQs from Arkansas point
sources contributes less than 0.5% of
the total light extinction at Caney Creek
and Uppw Buffalo on the 20% worst
daya n 2002, and that this contribution
is expected m decrease on the 20%
worst days in 2018, NO- from Arkansas
point sources contributes 0.36 Mm* 1
out of a total light extinction of 115.87
Mm* T at Caney Creek and 0.18 Mm* 1
out of a total light extinction of 115
Mm* 1 at Upper Buffalo on the 20%
worst days in 2002, Arkansas considers
this level of visibility impairment due 1o
NO; from Arkansas point sources to be
miniscule. Although the 2017 Regional

each contributed a much smaller proportion of the
total light extinction at each Class | area, it was
appropriate to focus only on point sources in our
reasonable progress analysis for this
implememaﬂc}rﬁ, periad. See 80 FR 1884
GE332 at BB326. See also the "Arks
Haze FiP Response to Comments (RTC)
pages 71-89.

3280 FR 16996,

32 Bee 80 FR 18944 and &1 FR 66332 at 66336,
See also the "Arkansas Regional Maze FIPRTC
Document,” pages 71-99,

and 81 FR
egional
Jocument,’

s

Haze SIP revision does not provide a
dﬁwu%im of data from the existing
visibility monitoring network, the
M@ ragency Monitoring of mewfm
Visual Environments (IMPROVE)
monitoring network, we looked at recent
IMPROVE monitor data to determine the
level of contribution from NO; to the
monitored light extinction at Caney
Creek and Upper Buffalo. The monitor
data show that for the 20% most
impaired days in 20132015, the
average cm?r’ibu ior of NO; fo total
extinction (including Rayleigh) was
approximately 8.43 Mm¥ 1 out of a total
average light extinetion of 68,13 Mm* 1
at Caney Creek and 1525 Mm* ' out of
a fotal average I‘gh’z extinction of 66.37
Mm* 1 at Upper Buffalo. In terms of
percent contribution, the aw\rage
contribution of NO; to total light
extinction was approximately 14% at
Caney Creek and 23% at Upper
Buffalo.?4 This consists of NO, from all
source categories (i.e., point, area, on-
road, non-road, and natural) and from
all sources, rather than just Arkansas
sources. By comparison, the monitor
data show that the average contributio
80y to total extinction wes
ampmximmmy 3421 Mm* Toutofa
total average light extinction of 69.13
Mim¥* 1 at Caney Creek and 2819 Mm* 1
out of a total average light extinction of
B6.37 Mm¥ U at Upper Buffalo, In terms
of percent contribution, the average
contribution of SO, to total i ight
extinction was approximately 50% at
Caney Creek and 43% at Upper Buffalo
on the 20% most impaired days in
2013-2015. Based on the CENRAP
PSAT data discussed above, we expect
that a large proportion of NO; from
Arkansas sources is likely due to on-
road sources and that the average
percentage contribution of NO; from
Arkansas point sources al Arkansas
Class | areas is considerably smaller
than 14% at Caney Creek and 23% at
Upper Buffalo. Taking into
consideration that states have
significant discretion in determining
what sources to analyze for controls
under reasonable progress, we are
proposing to find that it is reasonable
for Arkansas to reach the conclusion
that, for the first implementation period,
additional NOy controls for Arkansas
point sources are not anticipated fo
yi ield meaningful visibility
improvements at Arkansas Class | areas
in view of the amount of visibility
impairment atiributed to these sources.

f

" See Excel spreadsheet titled "Nitrate_
percentage extinction CACR_UPEBL x T
spreadshest is found in the docket ass
this proposed rulemaking.

Arkansas’ conclusions with mgard to
the percentage contribution to light
extinction from NOs: on the 20% worst
days is generally consistent with the
findings we made in the Arkansas
Regional Haze FIP35 In the FIP, we
made the finding that NOs: from point
sources s not considered a driver of
regional haze at Caney Creek and Upper
Buffalo on the 20% worst days,
contributing only approximately 3% of
the total light extinction, as projected by
CENRAP's CAMx source apportionment
maodeli g 3% We also stated in the FIP
proposal that because of the small
contribution of NO; from point sources
to the total light extinction at Caney
b\mk and Upper Buffalo on the most

impaired days, we did not expect that
NOx controls under the reasonable
progress requirements would offer
much improvement on the most
impaired daywnmparw t0 80,
controls.s” However, in the FIP, we
decided to look af ZOH National
Ernissions Inventory (NEI) data for NOx
for Arkansas pol mé s:,@umcm fo determine
if there are any large point sources that
are reasonable candidates for evaluation
under the four reasonable progress
factors, Based on this assessment, we
proceeded with an analysis of the four
reasonable progress factors for NOy
controls for the Independence facility as
we reasoned that it is the second largest
point source of NQn emissions in the
state and potentially one of the largest
&ymg e cor W butors to visibility
impairment at Class [ areas in
Arkansas, 38 We also conducted
CALPUFF modeling to fim@r mine the
maximum 98th {}e centile visibility
impacis from the I ”&Wpf«mz“ nce facility

and the predicted visibility
improvement due fo NOAK controls at the
facility. That analysis revealed that low
urner controls would be very
tive and would result in an
'ﬂp 'm;@:”ne"w of the 88th percentile
visibility impacts from the

Independence facility at Caney Creek
and Upper Buffalo, and we finalized
NOy controls for f‘z@ ndependence
facil fy under the reasonable progress
requirements 3

in the July 2017 Regional Haze SIP
revision, Arkansas takes a different, but
nonetheless equally reasonable,
approach to determine whether
additional controls a“e necessary under
reasonable progress. In its evaluation,
Arkansas places greater emphasis on the

ED_001512_00035447-00007
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ons of sources within
xtinction at Caney

relative contributi
Arkansas to light e
Creek and Upper Buffalo rather than the
relative contributions of all sources both
inand oulside Arkansas. Arkansas also
focuses its assessment on the CENRAPs
CAMx source apportionment modeling
rather than m:mduoﬁiv"rg or relying on
CALPUFF modeling, and reaches the
conclusion that, for the first

Mn[:}iesz\ nentation period, additional NOx
controls for Arkansas point sources are
not ammupmm o yvield meaningful
visibility improvements at Arkansas
Class | areas on the 20% wwm days in
view of the amount of visibility
impairment attributed to Hmm SOUrces,
Additionally, Arkansas points out that
the Iy m&pwdwa@ facility and oth
EGUs in Arkansas with a nam@mat@
capacity of 25 MW or greater a
participating in CSAPR for ozone season
NOw.49 Thus, NOy emissions from
independence and other Arkansas
sources will be addressed under
reason able pr @gf%m rough EGU
participation in the CSAPR ozone
season NQy trading program. Wezs
bel ”eve that Arkansas is within i
discretion to take the approach GF
focusi mg on the CENRAP’s CAMx source
apportionment modeling to help inform
its decision regarding whether NOy
controls under reasonable p "et:sgm»:ssa are
warranted. Gwar the relatively small
lavel of visibility impairment due to
NOxs from Arkansas point sources at
Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo on the
20% worst days and considering that
rkansas EGUs are participating in
CESAPR for ozone season NOy, we are
proposing to find that Arkansas’
decision to screen out Arkansas point
sources from further evaluation of
additional NOy controls is reasonable
and we are proposing to approve
Arkansas’ determination that Arkansas
EGU parti mpahm in CSAPR for ozone
season NOx is sufficient to satisty the
reasonable progress requirements fol
NOx in Arkansas ‘*‘M“ fhcx first
implementation pericd. We find that
Arkansas has add mm&d our concerns
presented in our final partial
disapproval 41 of the 2008 Regional
Haze SIP revision with respect {o
r@mma le m “'ﬁ;}grm@ for NOx by
providing additional analysis that
shows that NQK emissions are not the
driver of regional haze on the 20%
worst days&; in Arkansas C‘M% | areas and
that further analysis of additional NOy
controls m Arkanses sources under
reasonable progress is therefore not
warranted for the first implementation
period considering that NOx emissions

1

081 FR 74504,
4177 FR 14604,

from Arkansas EGUs are addressed
through participation i the L%APR
ozone season NOy trading progra
C. Required Consultation

The Regional Haze Rule requires
states to provide the designated Federal
Land Managers (FLMs) with an
opportunity for consultation at least 60
days wiw o holding any public hearing
on a SIP revision for regional haze for
the first implementation period.42
Arkansas sent letters to the FLMs on
June 14, 2017, providi ng notification of
the p @%ec} SIP revision and pr uwd ing
electronic access to the draft SIP
revision and related documents.?® The
Regional Haze Rule at section
51 “30%%{&%}(3}{&} a s0 provides that ifa
state has emissions that are ma@mabﬁy
anticipated to contribule to visibility
impairment in a Class | area Emamd in
another state, the state must consult
with the other state(s) in order {o
develop coordinated emission
managerment strategies. Since Missouri
has two Class | areas impacted by
Arkansas sources, Arkansas sent a letter
to the Missouri Department of Natural
Resources (MDNR) on June 14, 2017,
pr owdmg notification of the p pmmd
SIP revision and prmd ng electron
access Lo the draft SIF revision md
related documents. 44 Arkansas stated it
will consider and respond to any
comments received from the FLMs and
from the MDNR on the proposed SIP
revision before finalizing am}
submitting the final SIP revis

We are proposing o find fhat
Arkansas has provided an opportunity
for consultation o the FLMs and o the
MDNR on the proposed SIF revision, as
required under section 51.308(1)}(2) and
513083 K1) Our final determination
with respect to Arkansas’ satisfaction of
the consultation requirements under the
Regional Haze Rule will be contingent
upon Arkansas’ appropriate
consideration and responses to

v

on to EPA.

42 Ur J&? HIBTY 1() 2017, the EPA revised the
Regional Maze Rule, including the FLM
consultation requirements at 40 CFR 51.308(1)(2).
See 82 FR 3078, However, these revisions to the
Regional HMaze Rule are intended to address
requirements for the second implementation period
rather than the first implementation period;
Arkansas’ 2017 Regional Haze SIP revision
addresses regional haze requirements for the first
implementation period. For the first
implementation period, the Fegional Haze Rule
required siates fo provide the FLMs with an
opportunity for consultation, in person and at least
80 days prior to holding any public hearing on an
implementation plan (or plan revision) for regional
haze. See 64 FR 35714, at 36769,
F Be b [0 of the 2017 Arkansas Reglonal Haze
SIP revision, which can be found in the docket
associated with this rutemaking.
See Tab D of the 2017 Arkansas Regional Haze
SIP revision, which can be found in the docket
associated with this rulemaking.

comments from the FLMs and the
MDNR in the final SIP submission.

H1. Proposed Action

A. Arkansas’ Proposed Regional Haze
SIF Revision

The EPA has made the preliminary
determination that the July 12, 2017
proposed revisions to the Arkansas
Regional Haze SIP and the request by
the State for parallel processing are in
accordance with the CAA and
consistent with the CAA and the EPA’s
rule on regional haze. Therefore, the
EFA proposes to approve the following
revisions fo the Ar ams&;aﬁa R@g'mai Haze
SIF that were proposed for adoption on
July 8, 2017 and s&;ubmi%d for parallel
processing on July 12, 2017 the NOy
BART requirements for Bailey Unit 1;
MeClellan Unit 1, Flint Creek Boiler No,
1, Lake Catherine Unit 4; and White
Bﬁuff Units 1 and 2 and fhcz Auxiliary
Boiler, will be satisfied by participation
in CSAPR. We cannot finalize today’s
proposed SIP approval until we finalize
the November 10, 2016 proposed
finding that CSAPR continues fo be
better than BART 4% or otherwise
determine that participation in CSAPR
remains a viable BART alternative
because such a determination provides
the bm is for Arkansas to rely on CSAPR
participation as an alternative 1o source
wwa ific EGU BART for N{}x bwen the
relatively small level of visibility
impairment due to NO; from Arkansas
point sources at Caney Creek and Upper
Buffalo and considering that Arkansas
EGUs are participating in CSAPR for
ozone season NOx, we are n roposing to
find that Arkansag’ decision not to
conduct further analysis M ade:} ional
NGy controls for Arkansas sources is
reasonable and we are pr m&&s“ ng o
approve Arkansas’ determi mat ion that
Arkansas EGU participation in CBAPR
for ozone season NOy is sufficient to
satisfy the reasonable progress
requirements for NOy in Arkansas for
the first implementation iod.

TW&? EPA s proposing this amia‘m in
parallel with the state’s rulemaking
process. We cannot take a final action
until the state mmplcsz its rulemaking
process, adopts its final regulations, and
submits these final adopted regulations
as a revision to the Arkansas SIP.If
during the response to comments
process, the fiw% SIP revision is

”}mgm significantly from the proposed
SIP revision upon which the EPA
proposed, the EPA may have to
withdraw our initial proposed ru
re-propose bm‘;@ed on the final SIP
submittal,

5O

ule and

4581 FR 78954.
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B. Partial FIP Withdrawal progress than BART 49 Based on that interfere with attainment and
: ; ; ; assessment, the EPA proposed in the maintenance of the NAAQS. We are not
W\‘;ﬁf@ a,m Q Lﬂ,gwﬁ&%izgg é{heg jrf{a?g}gf@ November 10, 2016 action that states aware of any basis for con Mwﬁ ing or

FIP at 40 CFR 52.173 that impose NOy
requirements on Bailey Unit 1;
MeClellan Unit 1 Flint Creek Boiler
1 Lak@ Catherine Unit 4, White Bluf
U its 1 and 2 and the f’wxu iary Boiler;
e-meci Independence Units 1 and 2.46 We
are proposing that these portions of the
FIP will be replaced by the July 2017
Regional Haze SIP revision that we are
proposing to approve in this action.

C. Clean Alr Act Section 110(1)

Section 110(1) of the CAA states that
“[tihe Administrator shall not approve a
revision of a plan if the revision would
interfere with any za;:z{} icable
requirement concerning atlainment and
reasonable further progress or any other
applicable requirement of this
chapter.” 47 EPA does not interpret
section 110(1) to require a full
attainment or maintenance
dééwmss;i:\raﬁm before any ch "@c::g% toa
may be approved. Generally, a SIP
revision may be approved under section
1104 if EPA finds that it will at least
mmﬁwv& status quo air qua ity,
particularly where the pollutants at
issue are those for which an area has not
been designated nonatlainment.

We do not believe an approval of the
2017 Regional Haze SIP revision, as
proposed, will interfere with CAA
r@qmwm@ma for BART or reasonable
progress because all areas in the state
are desi gmated as attainment for all
NAAQS, and our proposal is supported
by an evaluation that those CAA
requirements are met. The SIP replaces
federal determinations for source
specific NOyg emission limits for BART
EGUs in Arkansas. Following
promulgation of the FIP, EPA finalized

an update to the CSAPR rule on October
26, 2016, that addresses the 1997 ozone
NAAQS mffam e remand and the
CAA requirements addressing interstate
transport for the 2008 ozone NAAQS 48
On November 10, 2016, EPA proposed
arule intended to address the remainder
of the court’s remand, which also
included an assessment of the impacts
of the set of actions that the EPA hes
taken or @xpawm to take in response to
the D.C. Circuit's wnam on our 2012
demonstration that participation in
CSAPR provides for gr wi‘@ reasonable

No.

45 The proposed amendatory language for this
g;rr:;pwed revision of the eartier promuligated FIP is
set forth at the end of this proposal. I the action
is fi mh/ed as proposed, l%wf al action will also
present additional amendatory language reflecting
our approval of the submitted 8P revision.

742 1.8.C 741001,

45 81 FR74504.

may continue fo rely on CSAPR as being
better than BART on a pollutant-specific
basis. As such, Arkansas now has the
option to propose to rely on compliance
with CEAPR fo satisfy the NOy BART
requirement for EGUs. Finalization of
ERPA’s November 10, 2016, proposed
finding that CSAPR continues to be
better than BART 50 or EPA otherwise
determining that CSAPR remains a
viable BART alternative will provide the
basis for Arkansas to rely on CSAPR
part mpat on as an alternative to source
specific EGU BART for NOy.
With regard fo reasonable progress,
Arkansas has provided an ma yw'w af
anthropogenic sources of visibility
n”npaarmm’z and arrived at fh@
determination that Arkansas £GU
participation in CSAPR for ozone season
NOy is sufficient to satisfy the
reasonable progress requirements for
NOy in Arkansas for the first
imp ementation % Tod. The
independence facility, on which the FIP
T}pc}md NOx controls under the
reasonable progress requirements, is
subject to CSAPR for ozone season NOx.
Even though we are withdrawing the
source-specific NOy controls in the FIP
for the Independence facility, its NOy
emissions will still be addressed under
the reasonable progress requirements
through participation in the CSAPR
ozone season NOA emissions trading
program,
We also believe that appr roval of the
miﬁmi?md 3P revision will not m?et fere
ith attainment and maintenance of the
NAAQu within the state of Arkansas,
No areas in Arkansas are mwmmﬂy
designated nonattainment for a any.
NAAQS pollutants, The SIP revision we
are proposing to approve would allow
f’\ rikansas to rely on compliance with
CSAPR {o satisfy the NOyx BART
{@qu”rmte nt for Arkansas EC“‘%U&:) as well
as the reasonable pr wgr@m reguirements
for NOx. Additionally, the CSAPR 2018
NOx ozone season allocations for
Arkansas sources are more stringent
than the 20T7 allocations. As all areas
are attaining the NAAQGS even with
current emissions levels, reductions in
those levels as a result of compliance
with the 2018 NOy ozone season
allocations will not interfere with
attainment, Therefore, we do not deem
th is to be an instance where a full
attainment or mamm nance
demonstration is needed to bolster our
determination fha app! nroval of the
submitted SIP revision would not

«sé;‘}‘}’é F“’Fl% ?’&3954
5081 FR 75954,

d&mmwaé ing that Arkansas’' July 2017
Regional Haze SIP revision, when
”mcy emented, would inter fere with the

maintenance (}f the NAAQS in

Arkansas.

1V, Statutory and Executive Order
Reviews

Umder the CAA, the Administrator is
required to approve a SIP submission
that complies with the provisions of the
Act and applicable Federal regulations,
42 U.S.C.7410(k), 40 CFR 52.02(8).
Thus, in reviewing SIP submissions, the
EPA’s role is to approve state choices,
provided that they meet the criteria of
the CAA. Accordingly, this action
merely proposes to approve state law as
mw?i”@g Federal requirements and does
not impose additional requirements
beyond those imposed | vy state law. For
that reason, this action

s nota "sign nificant t regulatory
action” sub jmt {o review by the Office
of Management and Budget under
Executive mrd@m 12866 (58 FR 51735,
October 4, 1993) and 13563 (76 FR 3821,

January 20117,
» Does not impose an infor ”mam
collection burden under the provisions

of the Paperwork Reduction Act (44
U.6.C. 3501 ef seq.);

I certified as not having a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act (b
U.5.C. 601 ef seq.),

» Does not contain any unfunded
mandale mr significantly or uniguely
affect small governments, as described
in the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
of 1995 (Pub. L. 104-4);

= Does not have Federalism
implications as specified in Executive
Order 13132 (64 FR 43255, August 10,
1999y,

« I8 not an economically significant
regulatory action based on health or
safely risks subject to Executive Order
13045 (62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997,

« s not a significant regulatory action
subject to Executive Order 13211 (66 FR
28355, May 22, 2001y,

+ I8 not subject to requirements of
section 12(d) of the National
Technology Transfer and Advancement
Act of 1865 (15 U.B.C. 272 note) because
this action does not involve technical
standards; and

» Does not provide EPA with the
discretionary authority to address, as
appropriate, disproportionate human
health or environmental effects, using
practicable and legally permissible
methods, under Executive Order 12808
(59 FR 7629, February 16, 1994).
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Dated: August 28, 2017.

Samuel Coleman,

Acting Regional Administrator, Region 6.
Title 40, chapter |, of the Code of

Federal Regulations is proposed o be
amended as follows:

in addition, the SIP is not approved
to apply on any Indian reservation land
or in any other area where EPA or an
Irdian tribe has demonstrated that a
tribe has jurisdiction. In those areas of
indian country, the proposed rule does
not have tribal implications and will not
impose substantial direct costs on tribal
gwwwmr s or preempt fribal law as
specified by Executive Order 13175 (65
FRG67249, November 9, 2000).
List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52

Adr pollution control, Best available

Qf\*(ﬁ%’fl”e@”ﬂ"&ﬂ ogY, E’W ironmental
protection, Incorporation by reference,
mwrgmwm"n@maﬁ relations, Nitrogen
dioxide, Ozone, Regional haze,
W@pm?mg and m%dk@epimg
requirements, Visibility.

PART 52—APPROVAL AND
PROMULGATION OF
IMPLEMENTATION PLANS

* 1. The authority citation for part 52
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401 ef seq.
Subpart E—Arkansas

« 2. 8Section 52.173 isamended by:
* @ Revising paragraphs (c)(3) through
(10yand (c)12)

* b. Rermoving paragraphs (¢)(13) and
(14)
* ¢. Redesignating p@ragrap s (cy(15)

through (29) as paragraphs (¢)(13)
through (27) and
© o, Revising redesignated paragraphs
(e)(14), (15), (17), (18), (20}, (21), (22),
(23)and (24)

Revisions o read as follows:
§62.173  Wisibility protection.

(W)} &k

(3 Emissions limitations for AECC
Bailey Unit 1 and AECC McClellan Unit
7. The individual 80, and PM emission
limits for each unit are as listed in the
following table.

Unit SOy emission limit

PM emission limit

AECC Bailey Unit 1
AECC MeClellan Unit 1

Use of fuel with a sulfur content limit of 0.5% by weight
Use of fuel with a sulfur content limit of 0.5% by weight

se of fuel with & su
Use of fuel with a sulfur content lim

ulfur content limit of 0.5% by weight.

it of 0.5% by weight.

{4y Compliance dafes for AECC Bailey
Unit 1 and AECC MeClellan éfm'f The
owner or operator of each unit must
comply with the 80, and P ‘w’%
requirements listed in par@g{mh ()3}

2041,

Units 1 and 2. The individual $O;
emission limits for each unit are ag

in pounds per million Br itish thermal
units (Ib/MMBtu). The SO, emission

listed in the following table, as specified

of this section by October 27, As limits of 0.06 Ib/MMBtu are on a rolling

of October 27, 2016, the owner or 30 boiler-operating-day averaging

operator of each unit shall not purchase  period.

fuel for combustion at the unit that does

not meet the sulfur content limit in ) 80, emission

paragraph (c}{ﬁ} of this section. The Unit Ib/&ﬁtﬁt

owner or operator of each unit must (e w

comply with “%’ requirement in P Flint Creek Unit 1 ....... 0.06

pa“agfam (e)(3) of this section to burn wtergy White Biuff Unit 1 0.06
iy fuel with a sulfur content limit of Entergy White BIuff Unit 2 ... 0.06

é) 5% by weight by October 27, 2021,

(5) Compliance determination and
reporting and recordkeeping
requirements for AECC Bailey Unit 1
and AECC McClellan Unit for 5O and
PM. To determine compliance Wm“i the
SO, and PM requirements listed |

(7y Compliance dates for AEP Flint
Creek Unit 1 and Entergy White Bluff

AEP Flint Creek Unit 1 must c;e‘}r‘nmy

with the “EC} emission limit §”m’md i
paragraph (c)(6) of this section by At
paragraph (c)(3) of this section, U“&@ 27,2018, The owner o wpma?m of
owner or operator shall sample and Wh Huff Units 1 and 2 must comply
analyze each shipment of fuel 1o with the 80, emission limit listed in
determine the sulfur content by weight,  paragraph (¢)(6) of this section by
@xmp% for natural gas shipments. A October 27, 2021,

shipment” is considered delivery of (8) Compliance determination and

the entire amount of each order of fuel reporting and recordkeeping
purchased. Fuel sampling and analysis
may be performed by the owner or
operator of an affected unit, an outside
laboratory, or a fuel supp olier. All
records pertaining to the sampling of
each shipment of fuel as described

and Entergy White Bluff Ur}im 1 and 2.
(i) For r purposes of determin mg
complic
listed in paragraph (u}{b} of this sectio
for AEP Flint Creek Unit 1 and with m@
above, including the results of the sulfur 50, @\“ﬁi&mim limits listed in paragraph
content analysis, w\:, t be maintained by (C)(©) of this section for White Bluff
the owner or operator and made Units 1 md 2, the emissions for each
available upon requ%é, to EPA and boiler-operati ﬁg day for each unit shall
ADEC representatives. be determined by summing the hourly
(6) Emissions limitations for AEP Flint  emissions measured in pounds of SO,
Creek Unit 1 and Entergy White Bluff

Units 1 and 2. The owner or operator of

requirements for AEP Flint Creek Unit 1

ance with the SO, emission Hmie

For each unit, heat input for each boiler-

operating-day shall be determined by
add”mg together all hourly heat inputs,
inmillions of BTU. Each boi ﬁer-
operating-day of the 30-day roll ng
average for a unit shall be determined
by adding together the pounds of 80,
from that day and the preceding 29
boiler-operating-days and dividing the
total poun d&; of 8O, by the sum of the
heat input during the same 30 boiler-
operating-day period. The result shall be
the 30 boiler-operating-day rolling
average in terms of Ib/MMBtu emissions
of 8O, If a valid 80, pounds per hour
or heat input is not available for any
hour for a unit, that heat Input and SO,
pounds per hour shall not be used in the
calculation of the 30 boiler-operating-
day rolling average for G, For each
day, records of the total 80O, emitted
that day by each emission unit and the
surm of the hourly heat inputs for that
day must be maintained by the owner or
operator and made available upon
request to EPA and ADEQ
representatives. Records of the 30
boiler-operating-day rolling average for
80, for each unit as described above
must be maintained by the owner or
operator for each boller-operating-day
and made available upon request to EPA
and ADEQ representatives,

(i ﬁ} The owner or operator shall
continue to maintain and operate a
CEMSE for 8O, on the units listed in
paragraph (c)(6) of this section in
accordance with 40 CFR 60.8 and
60.13(e), (), and {h} and appendix B of
part 60. The owner or operator shall
comply with the quality assurance
procedures for CEMS found in 40 CFR
part 75. Compliance with the emission
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limits for SO, shall be determined by
using data from a CEMS.

{M} Continuous emissions monitoring

apply during al periods of

@pwat n of the units listed in
paragraph (¢)(6) of ’m is section,
including mrimﬁm startup, shutdown,

and malfunction, except for CEMS
breakdowns, Wﬂmm calibration checks,

and zero and span adjustments.
Continuous monitoring systems for
measuring 8O, and diluent gas shall
complete a minimum of one cycle of
operation (sampling, analyzing, and
data recording) for each successive 15-

minute period. Hourly averages shall be
compuled using at least one data point
in each fifteen-minute qumram of an
hour. Notwithstanding this reguirement,
an hourly average may be computed
from at least two data points separated
by a minimum of 15 minutes (where the
unit operates for more than one
quadrant in an hour) if data are
unavailable as a result of performance of
calibration, quality assurance,
preventive maintenance activities, or
backups of data from data acquisition
and handling system, and recertification
events. When valid 80, pounds per

2017/Proposed  Rules 42637
hour emission data are not ub ined
because of continuous monitoring

systen breakdowns, !“@mim calibration
checks, or zero and span adjustments,
emission data must be obtained by using
other monitoring s:,ysnwma approved by
the EPA to provide emission data for a
minimurr of 18 hours in each 24-hour
period and at least 22 out of 30
successive boiler operating days.

(9 Emissions limitations for Entergy
White Bluff Auxiliary Boiler. The
individual 80, and PM emission limits
for the unit are as listed in the following
table in pounds per hour (Ib/hr).

50, emission P emission
Linit limit limit
(Ib/hr) (Ib/hry
Entergy White Bl AUy Boller e s oo n s e rn e rerre e e e e e enen e e e ean 1056.2 4.5

(10} Compliance dates for Entergy
White Biuff Auxiliary Boiler. The owner
or operator of the unit must comply
with the SO, and PM emission limits
listed in paragraph (c)}{9) of this section
by October 27, 2016,

e Eg £ e

(12} Emissions limitations fwé" Eﬁfergy
Lake Catherine Unit 4. The unit must
not burn fuel oll untll BART
determinations are promulgated for the
unit for 5O, and PM for the fusl oil
firing scenario through a FIP and/or
through EPA action upon and approval
of revised BART determi f"eai:”ma
submitted by the State as a SIP revision.

e % e i &

(14) Compliance dates for Domtar
Ashdown Mill Fower Boiler No. 1. The
owner or operator of the boiler must
comply with the 80, and NOx emission
lirniis listed in paragraph (¢){(13) of this
section by November 28, 2016,

(15) Compliance determination and
reporting and recordkeeping
requirements for Domtar Ashdown
Paper Mill wa@z Boiler No. 1. (Ii{A) 80
emissions resulting from combustion mf
fuel oil shall be determined by assuming
that the 50, content of the fuel
delivered to the fuel inlet of the
combustion chamber is equal to the 80,
being emitled at the stack. The owner or
operator must maintain records of the
sulfur content by weight of wnh m@ﬁ oil
shipment, where a “shipment”
considered delivery of the emf” ire
amount of each order of fuel purchased.
Fuel sampling and analysis may be
,Dwfmv‘n@d by the owner or mp@\r“awm an

{side laboratory, or a fuel supplie
f\lﬁ records pertaining to the sampli mg:; of
each shipment of fuel oll, includi r”eg?“u%
results of the sulfur content an alysis,
must be maintained by the owner or

operator and made availabl
request to EPA and ADE&"?)
representatives, 50, emissions resulting
from combustion of bark shall be
determined by using the following site-
specific curve equation, WM H accounts
for the 80, scrubbing capabilities of
bark combustion:

Y=0.4008" X ¥ 0.2645

Where:

Y = pounds of sulfur emitted per ton of dry
fuel feed to the boiler

X = pounds of sulfur input per ton of dry
hark

& U

(B} The owner or operator must
confirm the site-s f“x@mﬁc curve equation
through stack testing. By Octaber 27,
2017, the owner or operator must
provide a report to EPA showlir ing
confirmation of the site specific-curve
equation accuracy. Records of the
quantity of fuel input to the boiler for
each fuel type for each day must be
compiled no later than 15 days after the
end of the month and must be
mainfained by the owner or operator
and made available upon request to EPA
and ADEQ representatives, kach boiler-
operating-day of the 30-day rolling
average for the boiler must be
determined by adding together the
pounds of SO, from that boiler-
operating-day and the preceding 29
boiler-operating-days and dividing the
total pounds of 80, by the sum of the
total number of boiler operating days
{i.e.. 30). The result shall be the 30
boiler-operating-day rolling average in
terms of Ib/day emissions of 30,.
Records of the total 80, emitled for each
day must be complled no later than 15
days after the end of the month and
must be maintained by the owner or
operator and made available upon
request to EPA and ADEG

representatives. Records of the 30
boller-operating-day rolling averages for
S0 as described in this paragraph
(15X must be maintained by the
owner or operator for each boiler-
operating-day and made available upon
request fo EPA and ADEQ
representatives.

(i1} If the air permit is revised such
that Power Boiler No. 1 is permitied fo
burn only pipeline quality natural gas,
this is sufficient to d@mm‘mtra‘ée that the
boiler is wmp lying with the 8

§C>6‘73}

ermission limit under mragrap

of this section. The compliance
determination requirements and the
reporting and recordkeeping
quu”reﬁmemm under paragjraph (cH15)i)
of this section would not apply and
confirmation of the accuracy of the site-
specific curve equation under paragraph
(Y 15)IXB) of this section through stack
testing would not be "m,gu ired so long as
Power Boiler No. 1 is only mrmi?md o
burn pipeline guality natural gas.

{iii) To demonstrate compliance with
the NOx emission limit under paragraph
{c)}13) of this section, the owner or

operator shall Nmeﬁuoé&;?aak festing
using EPA R@‘Q"&ma@ Maﬂmd 7E once
avery 5 years, beginning 1 year from the
effective date of our f‘mal rule. Records
and reports pertaining to the stack
testing must be maintained by the
owner or operator and made available
upon request to EPA and ADEQ
mm%@m%af”vm

(ivy If the air permit is revised such

that Power Boiler No. 1 is permitted to
burn only pipeline quality natural gas,
the owner or operator may dermonstrate
compliance with the NOyx emission
limit under paragraph (c)(13) of this
section by caleulating NOyx emissions
using fuel usage records and the
applicable NOy emission factor

under
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AP—-42, Compilation of Air Pollutant
Emimm Factors, section 1.4, Table
1.4-1. Records of the quantity of natural
gas input fo the boiler for each day must
be compiled no later than 15 days after
the end of the month and must be
maintained by the owner or operator
and made available upon request to EPA
and ADEQ representatives. Records of
the calculation of NOx emissions for
each day must be compiled no later than
15 days after the end of the month and
must be maintained by the owner or
operator and made available upon
request to EPA and ADEQ
representatives. Each boiler-operating-
day of the 30-day rolling average for the
boiler must be determined by adding
together the pounds of NOx from that
day and the preceding 29 boiler-
operating-days and dividing the fotal
pounds of NOx by the sum of the total
number of hours during the same 30
boller-operating- day period. The result
shall be the 30 boiler-operating-day
rodh ing average in w rims of th/hr
emissions of NOy. R@vmr ds of the 30
boiler-operating- day ling average for
NOy must be maintal mm by the owner
or operator for each boiler-operating-day
and made available upon reguest to EPA
and ADEQ representatives. Under these
circumstances, the compliance
determination requirements and the
reporting and recordkesping
requirements under paragraph
{eX10)(iii) of this section would not
ag:; "ﬂy

e % e

{1 ?’) 50, and NOyx Compliance dates
for Domtar Ashdown Mill FPower Boiler
No. 2. The owner or operator of the
boller must comply with the SO, and
NOy emission limits listed in paragraph
{c){(16) of this section by October 27,

(18) 80, and NOy Compliance
determination and reporting and
recordkeeping requirements for Domtar
Ashdown Mill Fower Boiler No. 2. (1}
NOy and S0, emissions for sach day
shall be determined by summing the
hourly emissions measured in pounds
of NOx or pounds of 8O, Each boiler-
operating-day of the 30-day rolling
average for the boiler shall be
determined by adding together the
pounds of NOy or 8O, from that day
and the preceding 29 boiler-operating-
days and dividing the fotal pounds of
NOx or 80, by the sum of the total
number of hours during the same 30
boller-operating-day period. The result
shall be the 30 boller-operating-day

iling average in terms of Ib/hr
emissions of NOx or 80, if a valid NOx
pounds per hour or SO, pounds per
hour is not available for any hour for the

boiler, that NOy pounds per hour shall
not be used in the aa&ouﬂa?zm of the 30
boiler-operating-day rolling average for
NOx. For each day, records of the total
S0, and NOy emitied for that day by the
boiler must be maintained by the owner
or operator and made available upon
request to EPA and ADEQ
representatives. Records of the 30
boiler-operating-day rolling average for
80, and NOx for the boiler ag described
above must be maintained by the owner
or operator for each boiler-operating-day
and made available upon request to EPA
and ADEQ representatives,

(ii} The owner or operator shall
continue to maintain and operate a
CEMS for S0 and NOy on the boller
listed in paragraph (¢)(16) of this section
in accordance with 40 CFR 60.8 and
80.13(e), (), and (h), and appendix B of
part 60. The owner or operator shall
comply with the quality assurance
procedures for CEMS found in 40 CFR
part 60. Compliance with the emission
limits for 8O, and NOx shall be
determined by using data from a CEMS.

(itiy Continuous emissions monitoring
shall apply during all m!wd@; a::@f
operation of the boiler listed |
pamgﬂan h (c)16) Mh is section,

including periods of startup, ahu down,

and malfunction, except for CEMS
breakdowns, repairs, calibration checks,

and zero and span ad;umtm@mm
Continuous monitoring ﬁys:,i;mm for
measuring S0, and NOy and diluent gas
shall complete a minimum of one cycle
of operation (sampling, analyzi ng, and
data recording) for each successive 15-
minute period. Hourly averages shall be
cormputed using at least one data point
in each fifteen-minute Quadfa tofan
hour. Notwithstandi mgt is requirement,
an hourly average may be computed
from at least two data points separated
by a minimum of 15 minutes (where the
unit operates for more than one
guadrant in an hour) if data are
unavailable as a resu It of performance of
calibration, quality assurance,
preventive maintenance activiti m or
backups of data from data acquisition
and handling system, and recert ’r’maf ion
evenis. When valid %Q or NOy pounds
per hour emission data are not obtained
because of continuous monitoring
systern breakdowns, repairs, calibration
checks, or zero and span adjustments,
emission data must be obtained by using
other monitoring systems approved by
the EPA to provide emission data for a
minimum of 18 hours in each 24-hour
period and at least 22 out of 30
successive boiler operating days.

(ivy If the air pwmi‘é is revised such
that Power Boiler No. 2 is:» permitted to
burn only pipeline guality natural gas,
this is sufficient to demonstrate that the

boiler is complying with the ‘%O«
ermission limit under paragraph (c)(16)
of this section. Under these
circumstances, the compliance
determination requirements under
paragraphs (c){(18)( }Mmug (iii) of this
section would not apg’} y to the 80,
emission limif | Mmi in paragraph
{c){16) of this sectio

(v} If the air mmué is revised such
that Power Boiler No. 2 is permitied to
burn only pipeline quality mam*a gas
and the operation of the CEMS Is not
required under other appli rml@
requirements, m@ owner or operator
may demonstrate compliance with the
NOy emission limit under paragraph
()16 of this section by calculating
NOx emissions using fuel usage records
and the applicable NOy emission factor

under AP-42 Compilation of Alr
Pollutant Emim ion Factors, section 1.4,
Table 1.4-1. Records of the quantity of
natural gas input to the boliler for each
day must be compiled no later than 15
days after the end of the month and
must be maintained by the owner or
operator and made available upon
request to EPA and ADEQ
representatives. Records of the
calculation of NOx emissions for each
day must be compiled no later than 15
days after the end of the month and
must be maintained and made available
upon request to EPA and ADEQ
representatives. Each boiler-operating-
day of the 30-day rolling average for the
boiler must be determined by adding
together the pounds of NOx from that
day and the preceding 29 boiler-
operating-days and dividing the total
pounds of NOy by the sum of the folal
number of hours during the same 30
boiler-operating- day period. The result

shall be the 30 boliler-operating-day
rolli ing average in t@rm% of Ib/hr
emissions of NOx. Recor dz@; of the 30
boile wem? ng- day rolling average for
Nﬂx must be maintained by the owner
or operator for each boiler-operating-day
and made available upon request to EPA
and ADEQ representatives. Under these
circumstances, the compliance
determination requirementis under
paragraphs g@}gm}{ ) through (ili) of this
section would not apply to the NOy
emission limit

e e e i e

(20} PM compliance dates for Domtar
Ashdown Mill Fower Boiler No. 2. The
owner or operator of the boiler must
wmmy with the PM BART requirement
listed in paragraph ()(19) of this section
by November 28, 2016,

(21) Alternative PM Compliance
Determination for Domtar Ashdown
Paper Mill Power Boiler No. 2. If the air
permit is revised such that Power Boiler
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No. 2 is permitted to buw nonly pipeline  Each boiler-operating-day of the thirty-  operation of the units listed in
guality natural gas, this is sufficient to day rolling average for a unit shall be paragraph (c)(22) of this section

demonstrate that the boiler is complying
with fhe P“%;@ BART requirement under
paragraph (c)(19) of this section.
(22} #Z":mmfmm limitations for Entergy
f!?{“f@peﬁdwm@ Units 1and 2. The
indi vududi emission limits for each unit
are as listed in the following table in
mumm per million British thermal
units (Ib/MMBtu). The SO, emission
limits i'&;?@d inthe table as Ib/MMEBtu
are on aro ling 30 boiler-operating-day
averaging par riod.

SOy emission

Linit limit
(Ib/MMBUY
dergy Independence Unit 1 .06
rgy independence Unit 2 .06

(23) Compliance dates for Entergy
independence Units 1 and 2. The owner
or operator of each unit must comply
with the SO, emission limits in
paragraph (c)(22) of this section by
October 27, 2021,

(24) Compliance determination and
reporting and recordkeeping
requirements for Entergy Independence
Units 1 and 2. (i} For purposes of
determining compliance with the S0,
emissions limit listed in paragraph
{c)22) of this section for each unit, the
SO, emissions for each bol ef-w@mat ng-
day shall be determined by ssurrwm"tg
the hourly emissions measured |
pounds of S0, For each unit, hea input
for each boiler- ap@ra? ng-day shall be
determined by adding together aiﬁ
hourly heat inputs, in millions of BTU.

determined by adding together the
pounds of 8O, from that day and the
mmmﬂmg 29 boiler-oper a?ing days and
ividing the fotal pounds of 80, by the
suim of the heat input during the same
30 boiler-operating-day p@ ricd. The
result shall be the 30 boiler-operating-
day rolling average in terms of Ib/
MMBtU emissions of 80, If a valid 80,
pounds per hour or heat input is not
avat% able for any hmu for a unit, that
heat input and SO, pounds per Pmur
shall not be used in the calculation of
the applicable 30 boiler-operating-days
rolling average. For each day, records of
the total SO, emitled that day by each
ermission unit and the sum of the hourly
heat inputs for that day must be
maintained by the owner or operator
and made avallable upon request to EPA
and ADEQ representatives. Records of
the 30 boiler-operating-day rolling
average for each unit as described above
must be maintained by the owner or
operator for @a@h boiler-operating-day
and made available upon request to EPA
and ADEQ wpm%mmwmﬂ
(i) The owner or operator shall
continue to maintain and operate a
CEME for 8O, on the units listed in
paragraph (¢)(22) in accordance with 40
CFR 60.8 and 60.13(e), (), and (h), and
appendix B3 of part 60. The owner or
operator shall comply with the qua%ﬁty
assurance procedures for CEMS found
in 40 CFR parf 75, Compliance with the
ermission limits for SO, shall be
determined by using data from a CEMSE,
(it} Continuous emissions moniforing
apply during all periods of

o
t

including periods of startup, ahumww
and malfunction, except for CEMS
breakdowns, repairs, calibration checks,
and zero and span adjustments.
Continuous monitoring systems for
measuring SO, and diluent gas shall
complete a minimum of one oycl@ mf
operation {%&W ing, analyzing, a
data recording) for each successive “qu-
minute period. Hourly averages shall be
computed using at least one data point
in each fifteen-minute quadrant of an
hour. Notwithstanding this requirement,
an hourly average may be computed
from at least two data points separated
by a minimurm of 15 minutes (where the
unit operates for more than one
guadrant in an houry if data are
unavailable as a result of performance of
calibration, guality assurance
preventive mai ”}?@namaaw’riviﬁ@@ or
backups of data from data acquisition
and handling system, and recertification
events. When valid S5O, pounds per
hour emission data are not obtained
because of continuous monitoring
system breakdowns, repairs, calibration
checks, or zero and span adjustments,
emission data must be obtained by using
other moniforing systems approved by
the EPA to provide emission data for a
minimum of 18 hours in each 24-hour
period and at least 22 out of 30
successive boller operating days.

e e e & *
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